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2a)^ This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4a) Of the above claim(s) 7^9 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Applicant's amendment dated 01/09/2007 has been received and entered. Claims 1-6, 
10-12 and newly added claims 13-20 are now pending in the application. Claims 7-9 stand 
withdrawn from consideration. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 1, 3-6 and 10-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Raynes et al., US Patent No. 5,541,753, in view of Aoki et al., US Patent No. 6,1 15,014. 

Regarding claims 1, 3-6, 10-12 and 14-20, Raynes et al. disclose a liquid crystal display 
(LCD) device (figure 6) comprising: 
. a pair of substrates (6, 7); 

. a liquid crystal layer (12), wherein liquid crystal molecules oriented to bend alignment; 

. a phase compensation plate (30, 3 1) provided outside of each of the substrates; 

. a retardation of a light passing through the liquid crystal layer and all phase 
compensation plates being limited to a value X/2 or XI A (when M=l) and X is a wavelength of 
visible light (claim 10); 

. a circuit (3). 

Although Raynes et al. do not explicitly disclose a retardation value of a minimum 
wavelength of the light relating to display (i.e., blue color range of 380nm to 488nm), Raynes et 
al. do disclose that the retardation value of visible wavelength (i.e., range of 400nm to 700nm). 
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Thus, such disclosed range in Raynes et al. makes possible the claimed range of 380nm to 
488nm 5 and such overlapping ranges are at least obvious. In re Malazarj 499 Fed. 2d 1297, 182 
USPQ 549 CCPA 1974. 

Regarding claims 13, Raynes et al. do not explicitly disclose voltages being equalized for 
all colors in display. Aoki et al. do disclose that an LCD display can be applying a same 
voltage to a plurality of frames (e.g. color pixels) in accordance with a display color designated 
(see claim 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify the Raynes et al display device in view of the Aoki et al. in order 
to provide an LCD apparatus 

capable of displaying multiple colors with low consumed power (see col. 1, In 52). 
3. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Raynes et al., US 
Patent No. 5,541,753 , in view of Applicant's submitted prior art, Kuo et al., SID 94 Digest, 
Volume XXV, page 927-930. 

Regarding claim 2, Raynes et al. disclose the claimed invention as described above 
except for a birefringent index of the liquid crystal molecules is equal to or less than 0.16. 
However, Kuo et al. do disclose liquid crystal molecules having a birefringent index which is 
less than 0.16 (see table 2) can be used in an LCD device. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify the Raynes et al. 
liquid crystal molecules having a birefringent index which is less than 0.16 as shown by Kuo et 
al. in order to reduce a retardation value of a liquid crystal layer, so as to reduce light leakage in 
the large viewing angle of an LCD device(see page 929, left column, line 1 1). 
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Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 01/09/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicants' argument are as follow: 

a. Raynes fails to disclose a "bend alignment". 

b. there is no phase compensation plate on each of the two substrates as shown in figure 

7. 

c. the rejection currently of record uses an improper legal standard of "overlapping 
ranges". 

The Examiner's responses are as follow: 

a. The Examiner is not convinced by this argument since the same is true of the Raynes et 
al. bend alignment. In particular, although Raynes do not use the term of "bend alignment", 
Raynes et al. device clearly shown the bend alignment as set in figure 6 and accompanying text 
(e.g. pi-cell aligned). In other words, the aligned liquid crystal layer of the Applicant and the 
Raynes reference would be the same as well. 

b. it should be noted that the rejection is based on figure 6 rather than figure 7, in which 
two compensation plates (30/31) clearly disposed on each of the two substrate (6/7). 

c. The Examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's viewpoint. In particular, such 
visible wavelength would be known and critical in the display art; therefore, such overlapping 
ranges would be at least obvious. In addition, the Applicants have not provided any 
support/evidence to show such Applicants' claimed ranged being a critical parameter; so as, such 
claimed ranged would have been obvious in view of Raynes. 
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Conclusion 

4. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dung Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-2297. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Tuesday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Nelms can be reached on 571-272-1787. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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04/02/2007 




Dung Nguyen 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2871 



